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MINUTES - FACULTY SENATE MEETING, JULY 6, 1989 
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Rufus G. Fellers 
at 3:02 p.m. He noted this was his "swan song" as chair and that 
Professor Holst would have the honor and privilege in the Fall. 
I. Approval and Correction of Minutes 
Silvernail made the following corrections to the Minutes of 
3 May, 1989: 
- p. M-6, last paragraph, first line - change reviewed to 
recommended. 
- p. M-7, first line following the word "found" - insert "this 
to be impractical," and omit "that there might be an IRS 
problem with this option." Omit "they" and insert "and". 
- p. M-7, last line of above paragraph following the word 
"validation" - add "as these are specifically designated as 
student tickets". 
There were no further corrections and the Minutes were 
approved as corrected. 
II. Reports of Officers 
Provost Arthur K. Smith noted that President Holderman was out 
of the country. He then proceeded to give a lengthy report on the 
status of the budget. (Secretary's note: The Provost's report is 
reproduced, with minimal editing, in its entirety due to the 
detailed explanations.) 
"Let me give you a summary of the current budgetary situation 
which many of you are probably aware of in general outline. The 
funding of the higher education formula, as best we are able to 
calculate, at this point is about 91 percent. That compares to 
93.3 percent for the previous year. For USC Columbia, effectively 
we have a 1.92 percent increase in our state appropriations. This 
in a year when state expenditures are increasing by about 11 
percent and where the average increase for public institutions of 
higher education is somewhere between 5 and 6 percent we are at 
1.92 percent. The reasons for that can be traced to a number of 
different sources. A year ago in June the Commission on Higher 
Education changed the higher education formula significantly to 
benefit the baccalaureate institutions. The four year colleges of 
which, of course, we have three within the system. Now those 
1 changes as I understand it were opposed by the CHE staff but were 
""-"' supported by the Committee of Business and Finance Officers, on 
which the baccalaureate and two year colleges have an overwhelming 
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majority, and they were supported by the citizens on the 
commission. The net effect was to enhance the formula outcome at 
a 100 percent formula funding for the four year colleges and to a 
large extent the two year colleges as well. Now that would be fine 
if the formula were funded at 100 percent by the General Assembly. 
Then it would be a true enhancement and would not take place at the 
expense of any other institutions. But, whenever the formula is 
funded at less than 100 percent the effect of an enhancement for 
one group of institutions, compounded by enrollment changes within 
that group of institutions, is very much at the expense of other 
groups of institutions within the higher education formula. In 
this case at partial funding, a number of the four year 
institutions in the state, including those within use, are going 
up in double digits in state appropriation. In fact all three of 
our four year campuses are going up by 16-19 percent in state 
appropriations. We are dealing with relatively smaller numbers, 
of course, than the USC Columbia budget. They are also increasing 
in enrollments which enhances and compounds the changes that were 
made in the formula a year ago. We have been controlling our 
undergraduate enrollments and in fact we are about 2, 000 FTE 
students below where we were, I will say, nine years ago. We are 
running at about 14, 000. Nine years ago we had some 16, 000 
undergraduate FTE students. We have increased at the graduate 
level since then but not enough to offset the reduction in the 
undergraduate. It is clear that the higher education formula is 
an enrollments driven formula. An institution that controls its 
enrollments while others are increasing theirs, in a situation when 
the higher education formula is being only partial funded, is going 
to find itself at a disadvantage. The Columbia campus in recent 
years has constituted about 22 or 23 percent of the total 
appropriation for higher education. Yet this year we are receiving 
only about 5 percent of the new money in higher education. This 
is traced to the facts of enhancements for the baccalaureate 
institutions, the higher education formula and that we are 
limiting/controlling our undergraduate enrollments. 
With only 1.92 percent increase in our state appropriation we 
were virtually compelled to consider a very substantial tuition 
increase. You have all read by now that the Board of Trustees 
voted at its June 15 meeting to increase the resident undergraduate 
tuition by $110 per semester or $220 per year. Ten dollars per 
semester is the student activity fee. The other $100 is really for 
the university's operating budget and makes up for the increase 
that we did not received in state appropriation as a result of the 
formula. There were other increases for the School of Medicine, 
for the School of Law and a larger increase percentage wise for 
out-of-state undergraduates. These tuition increases produce about 
$5. 3 million to add to the about $2 million that the state 
appropriation formula produces for us. With that money we are able 
to do a number of positive things for this year. 
As I am sure that you have heard, we are going to do the 8 1 , percent faculty salary increase that the President stated and that "'-" 
the Board endorsed as a priority goal last December. We cannot do 
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it all at once. The state is providing a 4 percent increase for 
unclassified employees and they are providing that on October 1st. 
Now, as you may recall, we and the Department of Wildlife 
Recreation have to come up with 25 percent of whatever the state 
authorizes to begin with because we have the capacity to pass along 
the cost to, if you will, the consumer. 
So whenever the state authorizes a 4 percent increase, we get 
only 3 percent. We have to come up with the other 25 percent from 
revenues. In order to get to 8 percent, we are providing the 
additional half of the unclassified employee increase as of January 
1st. The average increase for faculty, for unclassified personnel, 
will be 8 percent and each person will receive half of her or his 
raise on October 1st and the other half on January 1st. That means 
on January 1st the average faculty salary will be increased by 8 
percent. It will be in the base at that point but the actual 
payout in the course of a fiscal year will not be 8 percent. For 
those people who have already indicated their intention to retire 
at the end of the new fiscal year, that is next June 30, the entire 
raise will be paid on October 1st. This will create a substantial 
after shock for us in the next fiscal year because we will then 
have to annualize the full 8 percent increase that will be in base 
salaries as of January 1st. 
In addition to the faculty salary package, we have restored 
the remaining 50 percent of the budget cuts that occurred for 
academic units in 1986-87 and 1987-88. Those restorations have 
been made to the deans and I was able to fund all of the additional 
firm commitments. Some of the deans would smile at that because 
I did not make many of them knowing what the fiscal year was going 
to be like, but I was able to fund all of the additional firm 
commitments on top of the 50 percent budget restoration. 
Finally, we have created a new allocation to the Columbia 
campus colleges this year for instructional computing. It is an 
allocation, it is not a computer fee, but it is an allocation 
derived from $25 per FTE per semester or $50 per year. Those 
allocations also have already been made to the deans. 
On the down side at the very end of the General Assembly 
session, in a quest for $17 million the General Assembly increased 
the vacancy lag factor. The vacancy lag factor is an archaic 
budgetary device that unfortunately with which we will become more 
familiar. It works like this, we have so many slots authorized on 
our budget on any given payroll. Statistically speaking a certain 
number of those slots will be vacant because there is a turnover 
in the work force. People resign, people unfortunately die, people 
retire and there is a lag, there is a period when that position 
remains vacant until it can be refilled. 
It is the position of the state, despite the fact that we have 
a lump sum budget, that we should not benefit from this statistical 
quirk of turnover in the work force. The state has historically 
projected that we would have about 2.5 percent vacancies on the 
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average payroll and they have taken 2.5 percent of our estimated 
salary appropriation off the top before we ever get it. We have 
been living with that for so long that no one scarcely remembered 
that it was there. 
This year they have increased the vacancy lag factor from 2.5 
percent to 4.7 percent. That takes out of our budget, off the top, 
2.2 percent more of our total unclassified and classified salary 
base and that is about $1.9 additional million for the Columbia 
campus. That was done at the eleventh hour. It is applied to all 
state agencies and it is done with the expectation that it won't 
hurt us at all because we show statistically an average vacancy 
rate of about 5.5 percent. The reason for that is that the Budget 
and Control Board counts unfunded lines. And, if you take the 
difference between our total number of slots and the number that 
we have filled including the unfunded slots, it would be about 5.5 
percent. But they have taken now 4.7 percent of our salary budget 
to go along with the increase in vacancy lag. So in effect the 
deans are receiving a budget for 1989-90 that has a goodly amount 
of good news but some bad news as well. Although we have restored 
the budget cuts of 1986-87 and 1987-88 in the current year we will 
be talking auout the budget cuts of 1989-90. The $1.8 million 
which we will hope to restore in 1990-91. There was no way to 
avoid, as I said, the impact of that eleventh hour cut. 
We are going to make every effort to impress upon the 
legislature that this is not a wise way to generate money in an 
institution of higher education. Because by the time the 
legislature did this in June, our faculty salary commitments had 
already been made. The concept of turnover in the faculty work 
force, which is the major part of our salary budget, doesn't fit 
as it might in other kinds of state agencies. Plus it takes away 
the management prerogative of department chair or dean whom might 
decide to hold the position vacant for a year and use the money for 
something else. To the Budget and Control Board that will appear 
to be a position that we don't need since we are not filling it 
and, therefore, something from which the money can be wrested the 
following year. 
So the budget, this is probably true every year, is a mixed 
bag. This year it is (I think) predominately good especially in 
terms of the faculty salary increase. Unfortunately, that had to 
be financed principally from a tuition increase and we will have 
some difficulty dealing with the vacancy lag requirement." 
Professor Coolidge (HIST) said that it appears that if the 
legislature continues this framework of funding either tuition will 
have to be continually increased or the number of FTE's would need 
to be increased. 
Smith said we have several alternatives: 1) get the Higher 
Education formula revised to reflect the higher cost of graduate 
education; 2) to raise tuition - now already the third highest in 
the southeast; 3) cut back on quality of education; or 4) 
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reconsider our policy about limiting undergraduate enrollment. 
Option 4 is being considered. Our high end of the optimum 
undergraduate enrollment would bring us back to the numbers we had 
in the early 1980 1 s. If option 1 is not successful, and option 2 
and 3 not very desirable, then option 4 may well be our best 
course. 
Professor Herr (BIOL) stated that we are really working on 
options 1 and 4 at the same time. 
Smith - Yes. We are pushing constantly to get the formula 
revised to more appropriately reflect graduate education. We had 
a bit of a disappointment at the June meeting of the Commission 
where the Commission had an opportunity to accept a staff 
recommendation and in fact a recommendation of the Commission's own 
Business and Finance Committee. That would have revised the 
revenue step. There is a step in the formula that after 
calculating how much money you should have in state appropriations 
then there is a deduction for the amount of money you are expected 
to raise through tuition and that is for in state students 20 
percent. The state expects that in state students will pay 20 
percent of the cost of their education and out of state students 
will pay 50 percent. Now they use the same 20 percent for in state 
graduate students or all graduate students and 20 percent of what 
the formula produces for educating a graduate student. So the 
recommendation was to correct this inequity and the Commission 
voted it down on the grounds that at partial formula funding this 
would come at the expense of the state's baccalaureate 
institutions. A concern that wasn't raised the previous year when 
changes were made in the formula to benefit the baccalaureate 
institutions. The Commission met this morning and may well have 
changed that. They were meeting in Sumter and I couldn't stay for 
the entire meeting. 
Professor Sullivan (PHIL) noted that with increasing 
enrollments, no new classroom space has been built for Humanities 
and Social Sciences. He specifically pointed out that some 
Philosophy classes had been increased about 65 percent in size in 
the past three years. This does have an impact on the 
effectiveness of teaching. 
Smith agreed and said the situation is particularly acute in 
the College of Science and Mathematics. He also pointed out that 
better use of the academic day was possible including the hours 
before 10:00 a.m. and after 2:00 p.m. 
Professor Compton (HUSS) said that Sullivan's statement 
pointed out that we need to be concerned about the quality of 
instruction as well as improving the quality of the student body. 
Smith agreed, but noted that the changes in the core 
curriculum redirected some of the student load, while overall 
student enrollment did not increase very much. The budgets of the 
units teaching fewer students was not reduced and the budgets of 
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those units teaching more students was not increased to any extent. 
It follows that if we increase student enrollment, we will need to 
make sure additional resources are allocated in some priorty to 
those units bearing an additional work load. 
Fellers (CHAIR) asked if there was optimism concerning a 
possible positive change in the formula? 
Smith - "The AVA study of several years ago, observed among 
other things that the Columbia campus was significantly underfunded 
in relation to its peer institutions in the southeast. Last year 
another consultant study also funded by the Commission on Higher 
Education and reporting to the Commission observed that the 
Columbia campus was even more relatively underfunded. In this case 
17 percent below the median of doctoral ins ti tut ions in the 
southeast. We were hoping those studies, one reinf arcing the 
other, would be seen as cause for action on the part of the 
Commission to redress the formula that brings this outcome about. 
But the Commission voted at its May meeting to request more 
information from the latest consul ting group. The Commission 
desires to have very precise information about the degree to which 
we are underfunded before it is willing to consider action. The 
Commission knows clearly that as long as the formula is only being 
partially funded by the General Assembly a change in our favor is 
going to come at the expense of certain other institutions in the 
state. And that is the political reality of the situation with the 
Commission." 
Sullivan "If I could say something on behalf of the 
students, as their tuition goes up a higher percentage, they are 
having to fund their own education or at least a good part of it. 
Which means I've had 8:00 a.m. classes where up to 70 percent of 
the students were working more than 20 hours a week trying to pay 
their tuition and their expenses through school. So it is very 
difficult sometimes to get them to work at what would be the peak 
time at fast food places." 
Smith - "Again, Dr. Sullivan your point is very well taken. 
This state does have a tuition grant program. For which only 
students with financial need who are attending private institutions 
are eligible. Quite a number of other states have student 
assistance programs that are portable. The student receives it, 
based on perhaps some factors of merit, but basically need 
eligibility as determined through the ETS system. Then the student 
carries that scholarship from the state to whatever institution 
public or private that the student attends. We are in a period 
where the federal government has retrenched dramatically in student 
financial assistance and this state and a number of others have not 
yet picked up the slack in terms of serving the needs of the most 
needy students. I worry about that, as I am sure you do, this 
campus may become inaccessible to a number of students whose 
families simply cannot foot the bill. And, many of them are 
footing the bill, as you put it, only by working in the fast food 
establishments." 
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Professor Howard-Hill (ENGL) - "Mr. Provost, during the two 
years when I was chairman of Faculty Welfare Committee I made 
myself a bit of a nuisance to the President, reminding him of his 
commitment to faculty salaries. I would like to say now that I no 
longer feel any ne9essity to do that unofficially or officially as 
I believe the President has acknowledged his commitment to the 
cause of upgrading faculty salaries by the arrangement he made with 
the Board to commit themselves to a annual policy of an 8 percent 
increment. And, of course, this year in the face of enormous 
number of demands on the budget we have actually had a commitment 
of 8 percent. However, I am also enormously grateful for the way 
in which you have adopted the most recent Faculty Welfare Committee 
recommendation for the distribution of the salaries among the 
departments, colleges, and your own office in order to pay clearer 
attention to salary inequities. Finally, there is one item about 
salaries which you may have mentioned which I am not sure is 
generally understood and, since it is such a good thing, I will 
tell the faculty rather than let you do it. In former years when 
we got a percentage increase, the first thing the university was 
obliged to do was to take off a half percent for promotion 
increases which meant that if we got 6 percent there was actually 
5-1/2 percent which was distributed uniformly. This year, and I 
am not sure whether it is the first or second year, the promotion 
increases are a separate item in the budget. Which means that when 
we get 8 percent we get 8 percent." 
Smith said it was the second year. 
III. Reports of Committees 
A. Faculty Senate Steering Committee, Professor Silvernail, 
Secretary: 
Silvernail announced the appointments of Professors Samuel 
Baker (PUBH) and Richard Kherlopian (EDUC) to the Grade Change 
Committee for one year terms to replace Professor Bledsoe and 
Johnson. He also announced there would be one year vacancies on 
the Admissions Committee (Professor Goodwin) and Curriculum and 
Courses Committee (Professor Zingmark). The names of Professors 
Ann Dreher (THSP) and Professor Bill Brown (JOUR) will be placed 
in nomination by Faculty Senate Steering Committee. Additional 
nominations may be sent to the off ice or made at the 6th September 
meeting to be held in the Law Auditorium. 
He also noted the committee had reviewed the material in 
Attachment #1, concerning Bulletin requirements for graduation. 
They recommend it be brought to the floor for action. 
Fellers gave the background to Attachment #1. Following some 
additional discussion over the need to clarify the current Bulletin 
\__.. statement, Professor Weasmer (GINT) moved to amend the last 
sentence on p. A-2 to read " ... academic dean to permit the student 
to undertake g transitional program that is equivalent .•.. " The 
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motion to amend was passed. 
Additional discussion proceeded on the five year absence limit 
listed in the recommendations. Fellers ruled that this would be 
a substantive change and should be studied by Scholastic Standards 
and Petitions Committee and recommended that Faculty Senate 
Steering Committee do so in the Fall semester. 
A lively debate then ensued over the meaning of 
"matriculation". Weasmer moved to amend the 5th line of paragraph 
two of the recommendations on p. A-2 to read 11 ••• at the time the 
student first enrolls as a degree candidate or in a degree program 
at any campus of the university system." He then withdrew his 
motion in deference to Professor Mack's (ART) motion to refer the 
whole recommendation to Scholastic Standards and Petitions 
Committee. This new motion was thoroughly discussed. Mack then 
withdrew his motion. 
Professor Howard-Hill (ENGL) moved the question of the amended 
recommendations. A point-of-order was raised about there being no 
motion on the floor. Professor Herr (BIOL) moved the 
recommendations as "amended" with the proviso that Scholastic 
Standards and Petitions undertake a study of the whole matter in 
the fall. This motion passed. 
B. Grade Change Committee. 
Fellers noted the committee report was in the agenda. He 
asked for a motion to accept the report. The report was moved and 
was accepted. 
c. Curricula and Courses Committee, Professor Kuiper, Chair: 
Kuiper made the following editorial changes in Item I: 
changed BA 526 to ECON 526 and added the word Pr~q&ssion before 
Requirements in the heading of the second part of I~em I. Item I 
was approved with the editorial changes. 
Item II was moved. It passed. 
Kuiper moved Item III. 
Weasmer objected to LASP 398, Selected Topics. 
there is no department faculty for such programs as 
studies and in order to off er such courses as 
department would have to "give" a faculty member's 
then moved to amend the report to delete LASP 398. 
He noted that 
Latin American 
LASP 398, a 
time. Weasmer 
Professor Winberry (LASP) noted that the dean of the college 
first must approve the course offering and then the department from 
which the faculty member came must approve. Following limited 
discussion, the motion to amend was defeated. Item III, in its 
entirety passed. 
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Items IV and V were moved and passed. 
Kuiper then thanked the committee members, Professors Berman, 
Castleberry, Disterheft, Elfe, Morehouse, and Zingmark. She also 
thanked Associate Provost Forman for her help and advice. 
D. Faculty Advisory Committee, Professor Herr, Chair: 
Herr had three items to bring to the Faculty Senate, basically 
for information only at this time. 
1. The committee acted on a request from the Provost to 
consider the proposition that the University needs a defined policy 
governing admission, in the provision of educational opportunities, 
of students that have diagnosed learning disabilities. The 
committee found there is no policy at present and has recommended, 
to him, the formation of an ad hoc committee or task force to 
develop and propose a policy that is acceptable to the faculty and 
administration. The task force members should include members with 
expertise in learning disabilities, special education, standards 
and petitions, law and teaching. This recommendation has been 
passed on to the Provost. 
2. A change in the Faculty Manual (see Attachment #1) 
concerning Tenure and Promotion criteria. [Secretary's Note: This 
item has been placed on the agenda of the 6th September General 
Faculty Meeting.] 
3 • A change in the Faculty Manual regarding the Faculty-Board 
of Trustees Liason Committee membership. This will be acted upon 
at the 6th September FAculty Senate Meeting. (See Attachment #2.) 
E. Scholastic Standards and Petitions Committee, Professor 
Brown, Chair: 
Brown made several comments on the committee report. First, 
there is only one item for consideration, not two - p. A-16, line 
one. Second, the use of the term "Independent Study" refers only 
to courses numbered 399 in the Bulletin. Third, the term "generic 
syllabus" refers to the the basic syllabus for a class with 
multiple student enrollments not an individualized contract. She 
then moved the recommendation (p. A-17) of the committee. 
Howard-Hill said he had read the entire committee report (some 
23 pages) and praised the committee for the enormous amount of work 
it has done. It might come as some surprise to readers, however, 
to note the committee found no apparent inappropriate use of 399 
courses and then to come up with a large number of recommendations 
to change the way in which these courses are governed. "I am 
particularly concerned about the relation of 399 (courses) with the 
Presidential Internship Program because it seems this which was the 
crucial matter before the committee was not actually resolved in 
the report." 
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He quoted from the entire report which stated that while 
Independent study and Internship courses require a contract, 
Presidential Internships do not as they offer a work experience and 
not an academic one. The report does not say why this is the case. 
In fact, the report notes that some students in the Presidential 
Internship did sign contracts for 399 courses. We are not told if 
they were taking 399 as a part of their general program of study 
or related to the internship. He stated "we are not told precisely 
what is the relationship between the contracts and the internship 
program of those interns who were taking an internship based on 399 
courses." 
Brown responded by saying the committee was charged to look 
into the use of independent study and did not examine the 
supervisory or personnel contracts with the interns. They did 
examine the use of IS while the interns were in the internship 
contract. 
Fellers asked if that meant there was no academic credit given 
for the intern program but only for 399 courses? 
Brown said that was correct and that the transcripts reflect 
the 399 courses were related to their academic programs. 
Discussion then moved to faculty payment for handling 399 
courses. It was apparent there is no special payment for 
supervising 399 courses. 
Mercer moved to amend by deleting Item 5 from the 
recommendations as the cognate can not be defined and the current 
form does an adequate job. Following discussion, the amendment to 
delete passed. 
Weasmer asked for a clarification of Item #8 (now renumber 
#7) • 
Mack (committee member) said the intent was to say that the 
independent study course is a course which would require an 
individualized contract, to distinguish it from all courses which 
have a generic syllabi. It was moved to amend by placing a period 
at the end of the word contract and deleting the rest of the 
sentence in Item #8 (7). The motion to amend passed. 
Discussion arose concerning the implementation in the Bulletin 
of Item #8 (7). It was agreed Faculty Senate Office would obtain 
the necessary information to place a recommendation before the 
Faculty Senate to make a Bulletin change. 
The amended set of recommendations was finally passed. 
F. Faculty Welfare Committee, Professor Becker, Chair: 
Becker reviewed the committee report on summer salaries and 
the recommendation to the administration that it adopt a 
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compensation rate of 22.2 percent for a summer course load of two 
courses. It was also pointed out that the use of 1982 as a base 
year for comparison is no longer valid. He noted the committee 
report had been discussed with the Provost and he might have some 
comments. 
Provost Smith indeed did have some thoughts on the matter. 
He noted the committee report opened an important but nevertheless 
very complicated matter. Some of the concerns included the 
following elements. 
1. The report equates annual faculty salary to teaching 
alone. Actually the faculty is expected to carry on multiple 
activities in the academic year, while summer employment is 
basically for teaching alone. 
2. We have a unique convention of a guaranteed 15 percent of 
annual salary for summer employment for faculty employed prior to 
1974. 
3. Improvement in the annual salary base will improve the 
amount of summer compensation. His first priority is the annual 
faculty salary and he does not want to side track that effort. 
The Provost summed up his remarks by stating he would cr~ate 
a joint task force of faculty and administrators to look at the 
summer session including compensation, budgeting, income and 
expenses. This will take place in the fall but he cannot promise 
that implementation can take place for the summer of 1990. 
G. Other Committees - Athletic Advisory Committee, Professor 
Robinson, Chair: 
Robinson announced the new student Athletic Appeals Committee 
is now functioning. Recommendations from the committee have been 
sent to the President. 
v. Report of Secretary 
Call for nominations for Secretary Elect of the General 
Faculty and Faculty Senate. Election will take place at the 
October meeting. Refer to p. 75 of Faculty Manual. 
VI. Unfinished Business 
None. 
VII. New Business 
None. 
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VIII. Good of the Order 
Professor Holst complemented and thanked the outgoing Chair, 
Professor Fellers, for his service to the Faculty Senate and 
through this body to the faculty at large. "You have chaired the 
Senate with wisdom and your editorial remarks from the podium have 
added spice and humor to the proceedings of this body." He then 
asked his colleagues to joint him in giving Professor Fellers a 
"well-deserved" hand and a well done. 
A rousing standing Ovation followed. 
Fellers thanked the group and reminded us all that the real 
work of Faculty Senate is done by its committees and staff. He 
especially singled out the Faculty Senate Office staff of 
Mrs. Peggy Pickels and Mrs. Jeanna Luker. 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 
4:53 p.m. 
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